












perspective.	 Initially	 these	 statements	were	 independently	 voiced,	 in	 different	 parts	 of	 the	
world	but	 they	 reflected	shared	concerns.	These	works	have	 found	unification	as	a	 ‘green’,	
‘eco‐global’	 or	 ‘conservation’	 criminology.	 The	 paper	 reviews	 the	 classifications	 available	
when	 talking	 about	 not	 only	 legally‐defined	 crimes	 but	 also	 legally	 perpetrated	 harms,	 as	
well	as	 typologies	of	 such	harms	and	crimes.	 It	 then	 looks	at	 the	 integration	of	 ‘green’	and	





















horizons	in	criminology’	such	as	 ‘feminist’,	 ‘post‐modern’	and	 ‘comparative’	criminology	and	–	
based	 upon	 a	 combination	 of	 interests	 in	 public	 health,	 environmental	 issues	 and	 corporate	
crime	‐	I	added	the	idea	of	a	lecture	on	a	‘green	criminology’.	The	lecture	was	able	to	draw	upon	








The	 lecture	 became	 an	 article,	 ‘A	 green	 field	 for	 criminology?’	 (South	 1998a;	 see	 also	 South	






disciplinary	work	both	within	 the	social	sciences	and	with	 the	natural	sciences’	 that	could	see	
criminologists	collaborating	with	economists,	geographers,	biologists,	health	specialists,	human	
rights	workers,	lawyers	and	others	(South	1998a:	226).	To	take	the	proposal	forward	I	set	out	
four	questions	arising	 from	 the	 title:	 first,	 ‘why	a	Green	 criminology?’;	 second,	 ‘what	kinds	of	
existing	 work	 might	 this	 build	 upon?’;	 third,	 ‘what	 theoretical	 issues	 are	 opened	 up?’;	 and	




On	 the	 state	 of	 criminology	 at	 the	 time,	 I	 noted	 that,	 as	 Ericson	 and	 Carriere	 (1994:	 89)	 had	
observed,	 it	 seemed	 ‘a	 fragmented	 field	 of	 enquiry’	 and	 this	 could	 be	 seen	 as	 a	 reflection	 of	
uncertainty	 and	 foreboding	 in	 a	 ‘risk	 society’	 (Beck	 1992).	Within	 contexts	where	 orthodoxy	
and	 predictability	 were	 being	 challenged	 within	 criminology	 and	 the	 sociologies	 of	 law	 and	
deviance	 (Hunt	 1993;	 Smart	 1990;	 Sumner	 1994),	 as	 well	 as	 in	 external	 social,	 political	 and	







Very	 importantly,	 a	 green	 criminology	did	not	 ‘just	 appear’,	 of	 course.	 There	 are	 antecedents	
and	precursors	(South	and	White	2014).	It	absolutely	had	to	be	emphasised	that:	
	







toxic	 waste	 disposal	 market;	 enforcement	 and	 military	 impacts	 on	 the	 environment	 and	
populations;	 injury	 to	 land‐based	 and	 aquatic	 wildlife	 and	 damage	 to	 their	 natural	
environments;	 and,	 relatedly,	 the	 policing	 of	 such	 offences.	 In	 addition,	 there	 have	 been	

















(1979:	 90)	 had	 responded	 to	 critiques	 of	 labelling	 ‘theories’,	 with	 the	 argument	 that,	 in	 fact,	
such	concept	categories	‘...	should	not	be	equated	with	a	theory	or	a	proposition	but	should	be	







had	 not	 ‘received	 full	 acknowledgement	 as	 a	 field	 of	 study	 in	 criminology’	 despite	 being	 ‘a	
matter	of	global	significance’.	Possible	collaboration	with	international	law‐enforcement	bodies	
concerned	 with	 environmental	 harms	 and	 crimes	 was	 suggested	 as	 one	 direction	 to	 pursue,	
alongside	engagement	with	the	articulation	of	environmental	and	human	rights	as	well	as	 the	
work	of	Non‐Governmental	Organisations	(NGOs).	Many	NGOs	provide	 important	examples	of	
environmental	 advocacy	 relevant	 to	 criminology	 and	 associated	 interests	 (for	 example,	
Environmental	Investigation	Agency;	Human	Rights	Watch	2010;	IFAW	2012).	I	also	suggested	








place	 of	 publication	 meant	 it	 did	 not	 reach	 a	 wide	 audience	 at	 the	 time	 (although	 once	
‘rediscovered’	it	proved	highly	influential).	Pecar	(1981)	put	forward	an	even	earlier	statement	
about	 new	 environmentally	 damaging	 forms	 of	 criminality	 in	 Slovenia	 and	 the	 role	 of	















Given	 the	 emergence	 of	 this	 critical	 direction	 in	 criminology	 at	 this	 point,	 it	 may	 be	 worth	
speculating	 a	 little	 about	 the	 possible	 theoretical	 influences	 on	 those	 whose	 work	 began	 to	
coincide	 in	 thinking	 about,	 and	 drawing	 attention	 to,	 green	 issues,	 animal	 rights,	 protest	
movements,	eco‐feminism,	and	environmental	rights	and	justice.		
	
New	deviancy	 theories	 concerned	with	 labelling	 and	 stigmatisation	had	 emphasised	 the	need	






sociology	 of	 deviance	 and	 criminology	 informs	 thinking	 about	 speciesism,	 the	 treatment	 of	
indigenous	peoples	and	environmental	injustice.	The	influence	of	Marxist	or	critical	criminology	
(Mooney	 2013;	 Taylor	 et	 al.	 1973),	 in	 various	 permutations,	 highlighted	 the	 crimes	 of	 the	
powerful	and	the	entrenchment	of	bias	within	dominant	frameworks	of	law.	Critical	questions	
about	 the	 nature	 of	 private	 property	 rights	 versus	 the	 idea	 of	 the	 environment	 as	 a	 shared	
heritage	 to	be	held	 in	 common	 for	 all	 inevitably	 follow.	Feminist	 criminology	had	a	profound	
impact	 in	 emphasising	 the	 crimes	 of	 men	 and	 the	 victimization	 of	 women.	 Studies	 of	 the	
marginalisation	of	women	as	actors	(whether	criminals,	victims,	protestors)	and	the	role	of	men	
as	responsible	for	violations	of	women	and	of	civilized	life	readily	connect	with	concerns	about	
the	 violation	 of	 the	 environment	 and	 of	 other	 species	 (Collard	with	 Contrucci	 1988;	 Gaarder	
2013;	Lane	1998;	Sollund	2013).	Peacemaking	criminology	(Pepinsky	and	Quinney	1991)	was	
path‐breaking	 in	 calling	 for	 criminology	 to	 see	 the	 power	 of	 respect,	 conflict	 mediation	 and	






planet	 and	 other	 species	 with	 which	 we	 share	 it).	 The	 result	 was	 the	 making	 of	 an	






classifications	 available	 when	 talking	 about	 not	 only	 legally	 defined	 crimes	 but	 also	 legally	











There	 are,	 however,	 other	 important	 terminologies	 and	 approaches	 to	 the	 same	 issues	 and	
problems.	 ‘Conservation	 criminology’	 (Gibbs	 et	 al.	 2010)	 aims	 to	 support	 evidence‐based	
practice	in	addressing	environmental	crimes	and	risks,	integrating	criminology,	criminal	justice,	
environmental	and	species	conservation,	natural	 resource	management,	and	risk	and	decision	
science.	 Walters	 (2010)	 suggests	 the	 term	 ‘eco‐crime’	 could	 encapsulate	 ‘existing	 legal	
definitions	 of	 environmental	 crime,	 as	 well	 as	 sociological	 analyses	 of	 those	 environmental	
harms	 not	 necessarily	 specified	 by	 law’,	 while	 White	 (2010:	 6)	 proposes	 an	 ‘eco‐global	
criminology’	‘informed	by	ecological	considerations	and	by	a	critical	analysis	that	is	worldwide	
in	 its	 scale	 and	perspective’,	 ‘that	 expresses	a	 concern	 that	 there	be	an	 inclusive	definition	of	
harm’	 and	 that	 is	 multidisciplinary.	 Finally,	 and	 most	 obviously,	 the	 term	 ‘environmental	
criminology’	might	be	used	and	White	(2008)	has	argued	the	name	should	be	reclaimed	 from	
what	is	more	properly	considered	‘place‐based	criminology’.	This	would	reflect	the	way	that	the	











species	 (whether	 dead	 of	 alive)	 creating	 a	 major	 global	 trade,	 both	 legal	 and	 illegal	 (Beirne	
2009;	Nurse	2013;	Sollund	2008;	South	and	Wyatt	2011;	Wyatt	2013).	Attention	 is	also	being	
directed	at	consumer	lifestyles,	waste,	the	culture	of	the	disposable	and	instantly	obsolete,	and	
the	 power	 of	 marketing	 and	 media	 in	 shaping	 these	 behaviours	 and	 trends	 (Agnew	 2013;	
Brisman	and	South	2013b,	2014;	Ferrell	2013).		
	








requires	 prosecutors	 to	 demonstrate	 either	 that	 defendants	 knowingly,	 intentionally,	 or	
recklessly	violated	the	law	or	were	negligent’.	As	they	observe,	 this	 ‘can	be	a	high	standard	to	
meet	in	most	cases’.	However	in	some	pertinent	cases,	it	may	be	questionable	whether	it	should	
be	 necessary	 –	 or	 is	 even	 desirable	 ‐	 to	 have	 to	 demonstrate	 ‘intentionality’.	 These	 authors	
suggest	we	could	consider	a	category	of	environmental	‘illegalities’	which	‘are	violations	of	rules	





or	even	 lethal	 in	 consequences.	The	distinctions	between	 ‘crimes’,	 civil	 violations	and	 ‘harms’	
reflect	 a	 longstanding	 challenge	 for	 criminology:	 whether	 to	 concern	 itself	 only	 with	 legally‐
defined	 crimes	 or	 also	 embrace	 study	 of	 those	 activities	 that	 lie	 within	 lawful	 practice	 but	
evidently,	at	least	to	some	and	by	some	measures	of	evidence,	have	harmful	consequences	that	
might	 or	 should	 merit	 legal	 proscription	 and	 response.	 As	 Potter	 (2013:	 132)	 summarises,	
‘Strict	legal	definitions	of	crime	have	been	challenged	by	many	esteemed	social	scientists	since	
the	 late	 19th	 century’	 and	 ‘[t]he	 recognition	 that	 “crime”	 is	 socially	 constructed,	 and	 that	 the	
focus	 on	 the	 social	 and	 legal	 processes	 that	 lead	 to	 it	 being	 constructed	 are	 therefore	 the	
legitimate	 focus	 of	 the	 sociologist	 of	 crime,	 is	well	 established’.	 On	 a	 comparative	 and	 global	
basis,	what	may	be	illegal	and	prohibited	in	one	place	may	not	be	so	categorised	or	regulated	in	
another.	 So,	 as	 Passas	 (2005:	 773‐774)	 notes,	 ‘[a]symmetries	 in	 legal	 definitions	 and	 law	
enforcement	 enable	 corporations	 to	 do	 what	 is	 prohibited	 at	 home	 in	 other	 jurisdictions	
without	 breaking	 any	 laws.	 Processes	 of	 globalization	 have	 multiplied	 the	 opportunities	 for	
that’.		
	
Of	 course,	 the	 impacts	 of	 a	 negative	 nature	 that	 affect	 the	 environment	 as	 a	 result	 of	 human	
activity	 are	 enormous	 in	 their	 range	 and	 variety	 and	 this	 is	 an	 argument	 for	 the	necessity	 of	
flexibility	and	gradation	in	law	and	enforcement,	although	it	is	not	an	argument	for	dilution	and	





























that	 follow	 environmental	 damage	 or	 crisis	 (for	 example,	 illegal	 markets	 for	 food,	 medicine,	
water)	and/or	from	the	violation	of	rules	that	attempt	to	regulate	environmental	harm	and	to	
respond	 to	 disaster.	 These	 can	 include	 numerous	major	 and	minor	 practices	whereby	 states	
violate	their	own	regulations	(either	by	commission	or	omission)	and	in	so	doing	contribute	to	
environmental	harms.	Potter	(2014)	has	taken	this	scheme	of	categorisation	‘beyond	secondary	
green	 crimes’	 to	 identify	 what,	 ‘in	 the	 spirit	 of	 consistency’,	 he	 calls	 ‘tertiary	 green	 crimes’,	
defined	 as	 those	 ‘committed	 by	 environmental	 victims	 or	 as	 a	 result	 of	 environmental	
victimisation	 ...	 [for	 example]	 committed	 as	 a	 deliberate	 or	 direct	 response	 to	 environmental	
harm	...	[or]	exacerbated	by	the	experience	of	environmental	victimisation’.	
	
White	(2008:	98‐99)	has	developed	a	threefold	typology	of	 ‘brown’,	 ‘green’	and	 ‘white’	 issues:	
‘brown’	relating	to	urban	life,	pollution,	waste;	‘green’	referring	to	conservation	and	‘wilderness’	
challenges;	 and	 ‘white’	 covering	 the	 impact	 of	 new	 technologies.	 Lynch	 and	 Stretesky	 (2007:	
251‐261)	identify	four	problems	with	which	a	green	criminology	should	be	concerned:	critical	
examination	 of	 environmental	 policies,	 offering	 meaningful	 alternatives	 where	 appropriate;	
environmental	 justice	 and	 the	 ‘unequal	 distribution	 of	 environmental	 hazards’;	 the	 ‘health	
impacts	 of	 exposure	 to	 environmental	 toxins’;	 and	 the	 links	 between	 toxic	 exposure	 and	









ideas	 and	 insights	 seems	 particularly	 appropriate	 for	 a	 ‘green’	 criminology.	 However	 a	 good	
joke	 is	 not	 a	 sufficient	 intellectual	 rationale	 for	 the	 application	 of	 existing	 theory	 to	 new	












all	 engage.	 Lynch	 (2013)	 has	 described	 the	 possibility	 of	 the	 ‘eco‐city’,	 informed	 by	 insights	
from	 classic	 Chicago	 School	 social	 disorganisation	 theory	 and	 its	 development.	 The	 eco‐city	
concept	is	essentially	an	approach	to	small‐scale	community	living	based	upon	green	principles	
and	energy,	 transport	 and	economic	 systems.	 Lynch	 suggests	 that	 such	 an	 approach	 to	 social	
organisation	 could	 also	 offer	 benefits	 to	 the	 improvement	 of	 human	 life	 by	 reducing	 crime.	
Thus:	
	
With	 respect	 to	 crime,	 an	 eco‐city	 approach	 can	 be	 easily	 integrated	 with	 the	
premises	of	social	disorganization	theory	 ...	 [which]	suggests	that	crime	is	more	
likely	 to	 occur	 in	 disorganized	 communities	 because	 those	 communities	 lack	 a	
sense	 of	 community,	 effective	 informal	 social	 control,	 access	 to	 resources,	 and	
effective	mechanisms	for	mobilizing	human	capital.	(Lynch	2013:	53‐54)	
	




aesthetic,	 civilising	 and	 calming	 effect,	 now	 emphasised	 by	 some	 researchers	 (Pretty	 et	 al.	
2013).	
	
There	 are	 other	 less	 traditional	 and	 more	 recent	 but	 nonetheless	 influential	 theoretical	
directions	that	might	also	be	considered.	One	twist	of	the	‘postmodern	turn’	may	fit	here.	This	is	
the	 proposition	 that,	 if	 modernity	 celebrates	 economic	 growth,	 it	 will	 calculate	 cost‐benefits	
regarding	 the	 environment	 solely	 on	 whether	 environmental	 resources	 can	 reproduce	
themselves	 or	 more	 such	 resources	 can	 be	 found.	 It	 is	 only	 when	 this	 modus	 operandi	 is	
endangered	that	conservation	becomes	an	issue	for	the	corporate	and	political	agendas.	This	is	
beginning	 to	 happen.	 Alternatively,	 a	 post‐modern	 view	 of	 the	 world	 has,	 at	 its	 heart,	 a	
celebration	of	diversity,	plurality	and	availability	of	 the	experiential.	So	a	postmodern	view	of	
global	resources	should	value	 the	amazing	variety	and	 fecundity	of	 the	natural	world	and	the	







Quinney	 1991;	 Wozniak	 2011)	 as	 well	 as	 Braithwaite’s	 (1989)	 writing	 on	 shaming	 and	
reintegration,	both	being	areas	of	work	that	encourage	dialogue	and	mediation.	The	nature	of	
the	environment	as	‘property’	and	cause	of	conflict,	or	as	a	site	of	offences	from	corporate	crime	














2007)	 and	 the	 role	 that	 women	 have	 played	 in	 resistance	 and	 advocacy	 concerning	
intergenerational	 and	 environmental	 justice	 (Gaarder	 2013;	 Lane	 1998),	 it	 is	 surprising	 that	
feminist	criminology	and	related	disciplinary	areas	have	not	played	a	more	powerful	role	in	the	





the	 following	 dimensions:	 ‘environmental	 health	 and	 victimization’;	 ‘the	 socio‐economics	 of	












Global	 crime(s)	 /	 Harm(s)	 against	 humanity	
and	the	planet	
Legal	framework	







Negative	 environmental	 health	 impacts	 may	 affect	 individuals	 in	 ways	 that	 produce	 many	
‘isolated’	 tragedies	 before	 the	 cumulative	 effect	 or	 accumulated	 evidence	 reveals	 a	 more	
widespread	or	systemic	problem	affecting	wider	groups	and	populations.	Unlike	many	crimes	
or	 harms,	 environment‐related	 sources	 and	 causes	 of	 damage	 may	 be	 invisible	 and	 the	 full	
extent	 of	 environmental	 victimization	 may	 easily	 be	 overlooked	 for	 this	 reason	 (Hall	 2013;	
Williams	 1996).	 Nonetheless,	 danger	 to	 public	 health	 drives	 a	 great	 deal	 of	 environmental	
regulation	and	improvement.	In	the	modern	period	of	industrialisation,	the	ways	in	which	early	
legislators	sought	to	deal	with	environmental	matters	were	 through	public	health	or	resource	
statutes,	 in	 some	 cases	 through	 civil	 codes	 and	 in	 others	 through	 criminal	 law	 (Coyle	 and	





populations	 associated	 with	 the	 presence	 of	 toxic	 waste,	 pesticides	 and	 dioxin	 in	 our	
environments,	 both	 global	 and	 local,	 and	 show	 how	 criminologists	 can	 ‘employ	 medical	
evidence	to	identify	toxic	harms	where	other	forms	of	data	…	do	not	exist’.	The	authors	note	that	

















many	 chemicals	 from	 circulation	 or	 to	 bear	 the	 exorbitant	 costs	 of	 extracting	
these	chemicals	from	the	environment.	...	corporate	interests	will	likely	oppose	a	
research	 agenda	 that	 targets	 their	 products	 rather	 than	 individual	
susceptibilities.	
	
In	 other	work,	 Stretesky	 and	Lynch	 (1999:	163)	note	 that	 ‘[i]ncreasingly,	 criminologists	have	




particularly	 where	 studies	 in	 the	 USA	 revealed	 that	 it	 was	 far	 more	 likely	 that	 Blacks	 and	








and	 land	 all	 expose	people	 (usually	 those	 in	 poor	 and	developing	 countries)	 to	
substantial	health	risks	…	
	








through	 these	 to	 develop	 a	 consensus	 on	 the	 relationships	 between	 justice	 norms	 and	 the	






(Agnew	2013).	Much	activity	 that	 is	harmful	to	the	planet	 is	a	product	of	 the	economic	forces	
that	require	and	enable	these	behaviours.	Agnew	(2013)	writes	of	everyday	acts	that	‘contribute	
to	 ecocide	 –	 or	 the	 contamination	 and	 destruction	 of	 the	 natural	 environment	 in	 ways	 that	
reduce	its	ability	to	support	life	(South	2009:	41)’	as	being	‘widely	and	regularly	performed	by	






ground	we	 live	 on,	 which	 filters	 our	water	 and	 from	which	 our	 food	 sprouts,	 by	 burying	 an	
incalculable	amount	of	waste	on	a	daily	basis.	And	we	 litter	everywhere,	 from	the	heavens	of	
space	and	the	depths	of	the	oceans	to	our	local	parks	and	streets	(Groombridge	2013).	Some	of	
this	waste	and	 litter	 is	biodegradable,	a	great	deal	not;	some	 is	relatively	harmless	other	than	




The	 frequency	 and	 scope	 of	 ‘natural’	 disasters	may	 increasingly	 be	 shaped	 by	 the	 actions	 of	
humanity:	 climate	 change	 is	 a	 result	 of	 human	 impacts	 on	 eco‐systems,	 oceans	 and	 the	
atmosphere.	Both	will	affect	agricultural	productivity	and	hence	 food	availability	and	security	
across	borders.	As	Potter	(2013:	136)	remarks,	 ‘[e]cological	science	demonstrates	that	human	






whether	 international	 and/or	 national	 laws	 can	 provide	 protection	 of	 the	 environment	 from	
humanity’s	 excesses.	 Can	 ‘the	 environment’	 be	 afforded	 ‘rights’	 that	 might	 underpin	 such	
protection?	Cullinan	(2010:144)	and	others	have	noted	 that,	 over	 the	past	 few	decades,	 some	
calls	 have	 been	made	 for	 ‘legal	 systems	 to	 take	 an	 evolutionary	 leap	 forward	 by	 recognizing	
legally	enforceable	rights	for	nature	and	other‐than‐human‐beings’.	Cullinan	refers	to	this	body	
of	work	 as	 ‘the	 evolution	 of	 earth	 jurisprudence’	 and	 cites,	 among	 others,	 Berry	 (1999:	 161)	
who	argued	that:	‘we	need	a	jurisprudence	that	would	provide	for	the	legal	rights	of	geological	
and	biological	as	well	as	human	components	of	the	Earth	community.	A	legal	system	exclusively	
for	humans	 is	 not	 realistic’.	However,	what	 is	 ‘realistic’	 is	debated	and	 the	 idea	of	 attributing	







this	 long	 intergenerational	 chain:	 ‘In	 this	 manner,	 the	 “common	 heritage”	 of	 Earth’s	 natural	
resources,	fresh	water	systems,	oceans,	atmosphere,	and	outer	space	belongs	to	all	generations	
in	 an	 inter‐temporal	 partnership’.	 According	 to	 this	 view,	 both	pragmatic	 reforms	of	 law	 and	
governance,	as	well	as	more	radical	 revisions,	 should	build	on	recognition	of,	 and	respect	 for,	
the	interdependence	of	eco‐systems	and	the	principle	of	intergenerational	equity.	
	
Perhaps	 in	 some	 respects	 simultaneously	pragmatic	 and	 radical,	Higgins	 (2010;	Higgins	et	 al.	














investigations,	 disputes	 and	mechanisms	 for	 regulation	 and	 resolution.	 Political	 and	 pressure	
groups	 debate,	 champion	 and	 question	matters	 related	 to	 the	 environment.	 Contestation	 and	
contrarianism	 are	 familiar	 (Brisman	 2012),	 so	 while	 the	 internationally	 recognised	 Inter‐
Governmental	 Panel	 on	 Climate	 Change	 (2013)	 drew	 one	 set	 of	 conclusions	 from	 its	work,	 a	
different	 body	 –	 the	Non‐Governmental	 International	 Panel	 on	Climate	 Change,	 sponsored	by	
the	Heartland	 Institute,	 as	 part	 of	 its	mission	 to	 ‘discover,	 develop,	 and	 promote	 free‐market	





environmentalist	 organizations	 supported	 by	 corporate	 interests;	 pro‐environment	 groups	




We	 may	 now	 be	 approaching	 what	 some	 scientists	 have	 referred	 to	 as	 our	 ‘planetary	
boundaries’:	the	extent	to	which	we	are	already	over	or	nearing	the	ability	of	the	planet	to	cope	
once	 nine	 boundaries	 –	 climate	 change,	 biodiversity	 loss,	 biogeochemical	 cycles,	 ocean	
acidification,	water	consumption,	 land	use,	ozone	depletion,	atmospheric	particulate	pollution,	
chemical	pollution	–	are	breached	by	damage	(Rockstrom	et	al.	2009).	There	is	much	to	change	
and	 much	 to	 challenge	 if	 we	 are	 to	 respond	 to	 this	 looming	 crisis.	 In	 its	 own	 ways,	 an	
environmentally‐engaged	 criminology	 can	 make	 a	 contribution.	 In	 whatever	 terms	 this	
criminology	 is	 described,	 the	 need	 is	 to	 identify	 the	 issues,	 produce	 persuasive	 evidence	 and	













2	 See	South	 (1998a)	 for	 the	various	 references	 supporting	 this	 list.	 Since	 then,	 the	number	of	 relevant	 studies	has	
multiplied	 significantly.	 A	 bibliographic	 overview	 is	 provided	 by	 South,	 Brisman	 and	McClanahan	 (2014)	 while	
White	 and	Heckenberg	 (2014)	 provide	 a	 textbook	 for	 the	 field.	 Early	 and	 classic	 contributions	 are	 reprinted	 in	
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